(1) On Monday, every boy called his mother.
On TUESday, every TEAcher called his/HIS mother.
In particular, I show parallels of focus on bound pronouns and bound definite descriptions (epithets). The evidence for Claim 2 comes from cases like (2) where focus seems to be obligatory.
(2) a. Every girl who came by car parked it in the lot. b. Every girl who came by bike parked #it/IT in the lot.
Bound Pronouns can Differ in Meaning

Necessary Condition for the Licensing of Focus
The results of this paper are compatible with Schwarzschild's (1999) theory of focus. For convenience, however, I use the licensing condition in (3). This is only a necessary condition, not a sufficient condition for focus licensing. Schwarzschild's (1999) theory entails that condition (3) is necessarily fulfilled for a focussed XP unless there's no YP dominating XP or the YP immediately dominating XP is also focussed. 
An Illustration
Consider example (4) for a simple demonstration of how (3) is applied. In (4), the discourse doesn't license the focus on Mary in (4a), but licenses all foci in (4b) and (4c). 
Application to Bound Pronouns
What does the application of Contrastiveness tell us about bound pronouns? In this section, I show under certain circumstances two occurences of bound pronouns must differ in meaning as proposed in Sauerland (1998 Sauerland ( , 1999 . In particular, this is the case when there's a focussed bound pronoun and an antecedent with a bound pronoun in a parallel position. Look at (6) with focus on the bound pronoun his in (6b). Intuitively, the focus seems to involve a contrast between his in the discourse and the focussed his and for this the two occurences of his must somehow differ in interpretation. Indeed, this is the inescable conclusion of the semantics of focus I adopt. For these reasons, I see no real alternative to the conclusion that bound pronouns are ambiguous in a way not evident from their segmental phonology. One apparent alternative would be to say that focus on the pronoun can be inherited by some form of agreement with the antecedent. This intuition here is drawn from the observation that at least parts of the antecedent of the pronoun in (6a) are focussed. However, there are numerous problems for this idea. (10) is a case where the the idea predicts too many antecedents to be possible for the focussed pronoun: Both QPs, every boy and every teacher in (10) are equal in their focus structure. Nevertheless only the latter QP can be the antecedent of the focussed pronoun HIS in (10).
(10) * Every BOY called his mother before every TEAcher called HIS mother.
Old Account: Indices Explain Everything
This section summarizes and ultimately rejects earlier work of myself on focussed bound pronouns. Sauerland (1998 Sauerland ( , 1999 adopts the standard assumption that bound pronouns are indexed variables, and claims that differences in indexation alone explain their focussability. Consider the representation of (6) with indices given in (11). both contain an unbound variable. A restatement of contrastiveness could in fact be done in either a way to make the resulting condition sensitive to differences in indexation as in (13) or to make it not sensitive to such differences. Since the focus in (6) is licensed, for the account of Sauerland (1998 Sauerland ( , 1999 , the statement (13a) must be adopted. Then contrastiveness is satisfied in (12) By now, I know of a number of problems for the account of Sauerland (1998 Sauerland ( , 1999 and discuss some of relevant data in the next section. The problem shown in this section is related to a basic property of indexed variables-the fact that two representations that are identical except for the index of a variable binder and all variables bound by it don't differ in interpretation. In this situation, the two representations are called alphabetic variants of one another. This can be illustrated for (11) by considering the FA and FD in (14) , which include the binders of the two pronouns. The equivalence of alphabetic variants predicts therefore that two occurences of bound variables shouldn't be able to contrast when the compared constituents include their binders. This prediction can be tested if there are means to control for size of the compared constituents. I think that the focus sensitive particles however and too (as well as many similar expressions) provide these means, in particular the adnominal variants of these. As far as I know, no descriptive work on however has been done, but it's essential properties can be captured quite easily. Consider the paradigm in (15): Adnominal however construed with the subject presupposes that both the subject and the VP differ in meaning with an antecedent. The argument in the following is now based on the observation that (17a) is acceptable, where however is attached to the antecedent of the bound pronoun and the bound pronoun intuitively is contrasted with another occurrence of a bound pronoun in the discourse. As the unacceptability of (17b) without focus on the bound pronoun shows, the focus on the bound pronoun satisfies the presupposition of however.
(17) Discourse: Every teacher believes that she'll win.
a. Every GIRL, however, believes that SHE'll win. b. #Every GIRL, however, believes that she'll win.
It turns out that the fact in (17) isn't predicted on the index based account of focus on bound pronouns. The indexed representation of (17a) is (18a). The focus alternatives licensing however should be the NP in (18b) and for the VP I consider the two possibilities in (18c) and (18d)-it's not clear whether VP should be available as a focus alternative, but I consider it here just for the arguments sake.
(18) a.
[ NP every GIRL] however [ VP λ 2 t 2 believes that SHE 2 'll win.] b. NP = every teacher c. VP = λ 2 t 2 believes that she 1 'll win. d. VP = λ 1 t 1 believes that she 1 'll win.
For NP and VP none of the focus licensing conditions are satisfied, in the discourse in (16): Since she 1 is an unbound variable, in (18c) the satisfaction of the three licensing conditions is not affected by the presence of the discourse antecedent in (17), but rather depends on what the assignment assigns to index 1. This is clearly not the desired result. The focus licensing conditions are also not satisfied for VP in (18d): Since VP and VP are alphabetic variants, the presuppositions (16b) and (16c) of however aren't satisfied for NP and VP . Therefore, the incorrect prediction made by the index based account is that (17a) should be just as unacceptable as (17b). An argument similar to the one with however can be made with adnominal too. There's some descriptive work on too and words with similar meaning in general, but I don't know of any work addressing specifically the adnominal use of too illustrated in (19). Adnominal too seems to presuppose that for a focus alternative to the subject, the VP is true. Consider now the example in (21), which combines adnominal too with variable binding. As (21b) shows, the presence of too doesn't allow the bound variable to be focussed.
(21) Discourse: Every teacher believes that she'll win. a. Every GIRL, too, believes that she'll win. b. #Every GIRL, too, believes that SHE'll win.
The oddness of (21b) is not predicted by the index based account of focus in such examples. Specifically, the indexed representation in (22), shows that the VP here is predicted to be true of the NP every teacher, and therefore the presupposition of too should be fulfilled in (21b).
To sum up this section, consider where it advanced the description of the phenomon over that of the previous section. In the previous section, I showed that two occurences of a bound pronoun can differ in meaning. In this section, I showed that the difference in meaning between two bound pronouns can be such that even otherwise identical constituents in which the bound variables are bound differ in interpretation. This is not predicted by the assumption that differences in indexation alone license focus.
New Account: Pronouns as Definites
My new proposal is that bound pronouns can optionally be hidden definite descriptions. Put, in other words I claim that E-type pronouns can be bound. This proposal is illustrated in (23). I claim that that (23a) has one structure identical to (23b) with an overt epithet.
(23) a. One relative of every boy i expected that he i would win.
b. One relative of every boy i expected that the i boy would win.
For the interpretation of bound E-type pronouns, I assume the same semantic rule that is independently required for epithets, which is given in (24).
An important question for the account is: What precisely is the content of the definite description a pronoun corresponds to? I start with the assumption that, if a pronoun with antecedent [D NP] is analyzed as a hidden definite description, then the pronoun must be the definite description [the NP]. This seems to be the simplest assumption at this point, though it might well need revision in the end. 
Account of Focus Licensing
How does the assumption that bound pronouns can be definite descriptions explain the possibility of focus on a bound pronoun? Consider again (25) (repeated from (6)) with focus on the bound pronoun.
(25) Discourse: On Monday, every boy called his mother. a. On TUESday, every TEAcher called HIS mother.
The new account allows the representations in (26) where both bound pronounsthat in the discourse antecedent and that in target sentence-are bound definite descriptions.
( Since the FA and FD considered in (27) contain the binders of the bound pronouns, it's been shown here that the new account predicts a difference in meaning between these constituents. This also explains why the use of adnominal however is licit.
On Binding Theory
Postal (1972), Lasnik (1976 Lasnik ( , 1989 , and Dubinsky and Hamilton (1998) discuss syntactic restrictions on the use of epithets. For example, Postal (1972) claims that epithets must not be c-commanded at surface structure by their antecedents, and this captures the contrasts in (29) and (30) If my proposal is correct, E-type pronouns are not subject to this restriction-for example in (26), the putative E-type pronoun is c-commanded by its antecedent at surface structure. At present I know no good answer to this problem. What I can say is that there are two English definite determiners, he/she/it and the, with different syntactic properties-specifically, only the is subject to Condition C.
4 Further Support
Antecedent Effect
One piece of further support for my new claim comes from the following observation: If the antecedent of the bound pronoun in the F-antecedent is identical to the antecedent of the bound pronoun in the F-domain, the latter pronoun cannot be focussed. (Thanks to Irene Heim (p.c.) for first hinting at the data in this section.) This is illustrated in (31) The demonstration that the focus licensing condition isn't satisfied for a particular choice of FA and FD is of course not sufficient to explain the impossibility of focus: It needs to be shown that for every permissible choice of FA and FD, the focus licensing condition isn't satisfied. In particular, the question is whether a choice of FA and FD that don't include the binder would incorrectly license the focus in (31) and (32) when different indices are used as in the representations in (33). At this point, I see two ways to block this prediction: Either the index-insensitive focus licensing condition (13b) is adopted, or there's a condition that excludes the FDs that don't exclude the antecedent from consideration-in fact, Schwarzschild's (1999) proposal would do so. If either of these routes is chosen, the antecedent effect follows from the new proposal.
The antecedent effect raises a number of further issues to investigate. I address some of these in the appendix. The discussion there of cases where the domains of the antecedents aren't identical, but overlap also speaks to the question of whether focus isn't incorrectly predicted to be licensed if the bare variable analysis is chosen for the pronoun in the antecedent.
4.2Ā-Traces and Pronouns Mean the Same
A second prediction of my proposal arises from what is known about traces. It has been argued that traces are syntactically and semantically definite descriptions, with unpronounced parts (Chomsky 1993 , Fox 1999 , Sauerland 1998 .
Therefore, my proposal predicts thatĀ-traces should be able to license destressing of pronouns as Danny Fox (p.c.) first pointed out to me. More over, an effect like the antecedent effect in the previous section is expected: The destressing of pronoun should be possible if and only if the antecedents are lexically the same. This prediction is bourne out by (35) (after Fox, p.c.) and (36). (36) a. Every student i beat every teacher j who expected that she i beat her j .
b. Every student i beat every teacher j who expected that SHE j beat HER i .
Consider the LF-representation of (36b) in (37). Since the example exhibits antecedent contained destressing, I assume that QR of the object is required. Therefore, FA in (37) contains two traces, the trace of the subject and the QR trace of the object. These traces contrast with the two focussed pronominals in FD.
(37 The two readings arise depending on whether the second occurence of you is bound by the first, or whether it's coreferent with it, but not bound. Further evidence is in (42): In (42a), the bound reading is blocked by focus on you.
(42) Discourse: Everybody else likes all his colleagues. a. Only you have colleagues you/#YOU can't stand.
Consider the representation in (43) with a bound E-type you, which is required for focus licensing 7 -I assume here that you has an interpretation as a predicate true only of the person addressed. (44) is a function with a singleton set as its domain-therefore, (43) is either trivially true or a presupposition failure. Intuitively, the sentence (42a) with focus on you is paraphrasable as the tautologous: Only you are you and brought something you like. Plausibly, this tautologous interpretation isn't considered available when judging (41a) and therefore only the coreferent interpretation is available. 
Donkey Anaphora and Focus
For bound pronouns, I argued that they can be either bare variables or hidden definite descriptions and that focus forces the definite description analysis. A natural question to ask is what the focus properties of pronouns that aren't bound are. In this section, I present some preliminary results on donkey anaphora: It seems that these must obligatorily bear focus under the conditions where two bound pronouns were optionally focussed. I then show that this result is predicted by the E-type analysis of donkey anaphora according to which they are obligatorily definite descriptions. Graham Katz (p.c.) first pointed out to me that a donkey anaphor must be focussed when its antecedent differs in examples like (45a). In this example, there is a parallel donkey anaphor in the discourse, which has a different antecedent: a boy is in the discourse, a man in the target sentence. As (45b)shows, an antecedent effect is observed with donkey anaphora as well-the focus on the donkey anaphor is impossible, when the antecedents of the two donkey anaphora are the same.
(45) Discourse: Monday night, every girl who was visiting a boy gave him flowers. a. TUESday night, every girl who was visiting a MAN gave HIM CHOColate. b. #TUESday night, every girl who was visiting a boy gave HIM CHOColate.
The judgement that focus on the donkey anaphor is obligatory in (45a) is confirmed by some further tests. Section 2.1 above showed that adnominal however requires a focus in the VP, while too disallows it. Using this test, confirms in (46) and (47) that the donkey anaphor is obligatorily focussed: (46a) with too is odd, since too doesn't allow a contrast in its scope.
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(46) Discourse: Every owner of a car parked it in the lot.
a. #Every owner of a BIKE too parked it in the lot. b. Every owner of a BIKE however parked IT in the lot.
Since for some speakers of English, adnominal too in (46a) is not very natural, it's interesting to consider a German example, where adnominal auch ('too') and hingegen ('however') are usually completely natural. The German judgements in (47) 
Account the Focussability
The obligatoriness of focus on Donkey Anaphora and the antecedent effect are predicted if Donkey Anaphora are obligatorily hidden definite descriptions as proposed by e.g. Evans (1977) and Cooper (1979) . 10 Consider again example (49) repeated from above. To argue that the focus is obligatory, I adopt one further assumption from Schwarzschild's (1999) semantics of focus-namely, that in many cases certain constituents must obligatorily serve as FD and thereby satisfy in particular the first part of the focus licensing condition (3a) (Givenness). Recall that this condition requires that a discourse antecedent FA must be an element of the focus meaning of FD. Assume, in particular that the whole structure (50b) must satisfy Givenness as FD. Then the only antecedent in question is the structure (50a). However, if the focus on either occurrence of the bike is missing, the Givenness condition isn't satisfied. Therefore the focus on the donkey anaphor is predicted to be obligatory.
If the antecedent is the same in FA and FD, as in (49b), contrastiveness cannot be satisfied as shown by the representations in (51). Hence, the E-type analysis of donkey anaphora together with the standard theory of focus straightforwardly predicts the above data. 
Why Ellipsis is Possible
As (52a) shows, it's possible to elide a VP containing an otherwise obligatorily focussed donkey anaphor. This may seem to case doubt on my claim that the focus on the donkey anaphor is really always obligatory in such examples.
(52) Discourse: Monday night, every girl who was visiting a boy gave him flowers. a. TUESday night, every girl who was visiting a MAN did. b. TUESday night, every girl who was visiting a MAN gave HIM CHOColate.
However, it's well known that there are some cases where obligatorily focussed material can be elided. Moreover these cases are structurally alike to (52) except that they involve VP-ellipsis in the place of a donkey anaphor. Schwarz (1999) discusses sentences where VP-ellipsis is possible as in (53a), even though focus is obligatory when the VP isn't elided as in (53b) (see also Kratzer 1991) .
(53) a. When I WHIStle you say I shouldn't, but when I SING you DON't. b. When I WHIStle you say I shouldn't (whistle), but when I SING you DON't say I shouldn't SING/#sing. Schwarz (1999) proposes that (53a) should be analyzed as ellipsis of a bound VP pronoun in both conjuncts, as sketched in (54). 
Appendix: Further Issues Relating to the Antecedent Effect
The antecedent effect raises a number of issues that I'm still working on. This appendix presents some preliminary results resulting to these matters.
Overlap: Is the antecedent effect observed if the restrictors of the two antecedent quantifiers overlap? It seems that focus is licit in case of overlap ((56b)), unless a sub-or superset relation ((56a) and (57a)) holds.
(56) Discourse: Did every young student call his mother? a. In fact/No, EVery student called his/#HIS mother. b. All I know is that every BLOND student called his/HIS mother.
(57) Discourse: Did every student call his mother? a. All I know is that every YOUNG student called his/#HIS mother.
For the FA and FD considered above, this effect isn't predicted. But, consider FA and FD in (58) , where A be the restrictor of FA, and B the restrictor of FD: . Otherwise, though, (58e) results in a presupposition failure. Hence, the proposal makes the right prediction for (56), but not for (57).
Different extensions:
As Orin Percus (p.c.) first pointed out to me, sometimes it's sufficient that the extensions of the two antecedent restrictors differ to license focus on a bound pronoun.
(59) Discourse: Did every flight leave at the time it was scheduled for on Tuesday?
a. All I know is that, on Wednesday, every flight left at the time IT was scheduled for.
This isn't predicted at present. Possibly the issue relates to footnote 5.
